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DECI SI ON ON_APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clainms 1,
2, 6, and 9. These clains constitute all of the clains

remai ning in the application.

Appellant's invention pertains to a kinetic pressure
fluid bearing apparatus. A basic understanding of the

invention can be derived froma reading of exenplary claim1,
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a copy of which appears in the APPENDI X to the brief (Paper
No. 12).
As evi dence of obviousness, the exam ner has applied the

docunments |isted bel ow

McQuaid et al. (MQuaid) 1,469, 424 Cct .
2, 1923

Kanmeyama 5,277, 499 Jan. 11,
1994

The following rejection is before us for review.

Claims 1, 2, 6, and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C.
8§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kanmeyama in view of

McQuai d.

The full text of the exam ner's rejection and response to
the argunent presented by appell ant appears in the final
rejection and the answer (Paper Nos. 6 and 13), while the
conpl ete statenent of appellant's argunent can be found in the

main and reply briefs (Paper Nos. 12 and 14).
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OPI NI ON

In reaching our conclusion on the obviousness issue
raised in this appeal, this panel of the board has carefully
consi dered appellant's specification and clainms, the applied
teachings,! and the respective viewpoints of appellant and the
exam ner. As a consequence of our review, we nake the

determ nati on which foll ows.

We do not sustain the rejection of appellant's clains.

| ndependent claim 1 addresses a kinetic pressure fluid

bearing apparatus having a rotary shaft positioned to rotate

within a through hole of a sleeve that is nounted on a bearing

1 1In our evaluation of the applied prior art, we have
considered all of the disclosure of each docunent for what it
woul d have fairly taught one of ordinary skill in the art.
See In re Boe, 355 F.2d 961, 965, 148 USPQ 507, 510 (CCPA
1966). Additionally, this panel of the board has taken into
account not only the specific teachings, but also the
i nferences which one skilled in the art would reasonably have
been expected to draw fromthe disclosure. See In re Preda,
401 F.2d 825, 826, 159 USPQ 342, 344 (CCPA 1968).
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bracket and a thrust bearing having a surface facing an end of
said shaft, said thrust bearing having a first kinetic
pressure generating groove on a surface thereof which faces
said end of said shaft; the inprovenent conprising, inter
alia, a clearance supporting nmeans that provides a clearance
of several pm between the end of the shaft and the thrust
bearing surface when the shaft is rotating, and wherein the

cl earance supporting neans conprises a first ball inserting
groove formed on one surface of the thrust bearing and said
end of the shaft, and a ball inserted into the first bal

i nserting groove.

We turn now to the evidence of obvi ousness.

The patent to Kanmeyanma is clearly a highly relevant prior
art teaching with respect to the kinetic pressure fluid
beari ng apparatus now being clainmed. Having said that
however, as recogni zed by the exam ner, the Kanmeyanma patent
clearly lacks a ball inserting groove and inserted ball as now
claimed. As articulated in the rejection, the noted
deficiency in the Kameyanma di sclosure is asserted by the
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exam ner to be overconme by the obvious substitution of the
ball and grooves of McQuaid in the dynam c pressure bearing

appar atus of Kanmeyanma.

As explained nore fully below, the basic difficulty that
we have with the proposed conmbination of prior art teachings
is that the nodification of the Kaneyama apparatus would only
have been suggested by appellant's underlying specification
and not by the reference teachings thensel ves.

As we see it, each of Kanmeyama and McQuai d teach
distinctly different approaches in establishing a thrust

bearing arrangenment for a rotating shaft.

Kameyama di scl oses a dynam c pressure bearing apparatus
wherein the shaft at rest, at initial startup, or when
subj ected to an external disturbing force, may conme into
contact with a thrust receiver surface 32 of insert menber 28;
ot herwi se, during normal operation the end of the shaft is
intended to be in a non-contact state or relationship relative
to the insert nmenber. Patentee Kaneyamn's intent in providing

one of the shaft end surface and the thrust receiving surface
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with a convex shape formis to prevent striking of a

peri pheral edge of the shaft end with the surface of the
insert nmenber 8, without having to engage in high precision
machi ning to obtain a high degree of square on the end surface
of the shaft and the thrust receiver surface (colum 1, |ines
64 through 68 and colum 2, lines 17 through 22 and 32 through

35) .

Distinct fromthe apparatus of the Kaneyama patent, the
McQuai d reference teaches an end thrust ball bearing wherein
the end of a rotary shaft 9 (Fig. 1) or a rotatable plate 26
as in Fig. 6 (engaged by the end of a rotary shaft) is
continuously engaged with a ball 8 positioned in a recess or

seat 22 of a plate 19.

Consi dering the circunstances that Kaneyama and M Quaid
may fairly be said to teach alternative thrust bearing
arrangenents, i.e., fluid bearing vs. ball bearing, and that
Kameyama expressly discloses making a convex thrust receiver
surface 32 a part of an insert nenmber 28, it is our opinion

t hat one having ordinary skill in the art would not have
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derived a suggestion fromthe applied evidence of obviousness
to nodify the apparatus of Kameyam, as proposed by the

examner. It is for this reason that the rejection on appeal

cannot be sustai ned.

The deci sion of the exam ner is reversed.

REVERSED
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